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improbable that he and his colleagues should grossly
contradict themselves by repudiating early in August,
that which they had plainly insinuated both in April and
in May before Nunconiar's trial, and which they repeated
afterwards in September and November.

The answer to this weak remark was obvious. They
protected themselves from allowing any contradiction to
appear on the face of the Consultations by expunging
Nunconiar's petition, and so making it impossible to tell
from the Consultations what was the nature of the impu-
tation which he had made upon the judges. The entries
made in April and May could not refer to a trial which
took place in the second half of June. The insinuations
made in September and November were not contradicted
, by the Consultations as they stood, for it might well be
that the petition which they ordered to be burnt con-
tained matter different from that of which their subsequent
insinuations suggested the existence.

Francis's argument was thus exactly parallel to the
case of a fraudulent accountant who, being charged with
making a false entry in the ledger, says, " Why, how can
you suppose I should be such a fool as to contradict the
day-book ?" and who is met by the remark, " You forget
" that you made an erasure in the day-book so as to
" prevent it from being in contradiction with the ledger
" as altered."

Francis's next argument was that there was no incon-
sistency between burning Nuncomar's petition as a libel
and imputing to Irnpey the very offence with which that
petition charged him. In sxibstance his explanation was
this. What I said was thatcc to send the judges a copy
" of Nuncomar's petition would be giving it much more
" weight than it deserved; that I considered the insinua-
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